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Spiritually Integrated Supervision:
Facilitating Supervisees’ Competence as Expressions of
Somebodiness while Avoiding “Extractive Introjection”
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The literature on the theological or spiritual dimension of pastoral counsel-
ing supervision is as varied as the theories and theologies that inform it. 
The rich variety includes an “intersubjective” perspective inspired by libera-
tion theology’s “throwing off the shackles of objectivity”1 in God-talk and 
God-walk and an attachment-theory-based “incarnational theology,” that 
sees the supervisory process as enabling supervisees to “discover the divine 
‘Secure Base.’”2 At the other end of the spectrum, is “Word of God” theol-
ogy, employed as an interpretive resource for supervisees of experiences of 
therapeutic change.3

In this paper, I propose that pastoral counseling supervision or “spiri-
tually integrated psychotherapy” supervision,4 facilitates a process in which 
the supervisee finds her or his own voice as a spiritually integrated psycho-
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therapist who facilitates patients’ experiences of finding the voice of their 
own unique being in and through treatment. “Finding voice” within a rela-
tional context is at the heart of the spiritual dimension of both supervision 
and psychotherapy. Finding voice here refers to the expression of what Mar-
tin Luther King Jr. called one’s “somebodiness.” He added: “Don’t allow 
anybody to make you feel that you’re nobody. Always feel that you count…
always feel that your life has ultimate significance.”5

Facilitating Experiences of Competence as Expressions of Somebodiness

Unlike other forms of psychotherapy, spiritually integrated psychotherapy 
pays explicit attention to the “spiritual domain.” Pargament argues in Spiri-
tually Integrated Psychotherapy that “we enter the spiritual domain when the 
sacred becomes the ultimate destination in the individual’s search for sig-
nificance.”6 I see spiritually integrated psychotherapy as an intersubjective 
process in which the sacred is found in, and recognized through, the experi-
ence of both party’s sense of ultimate significance. The sacred is embodied 
in both party’s expression of the unique voice or tone of their existence. This 
is a process like that of a composer or musician, such as Beethoven or Duke 
Ellington, when finding their tone and style; or like that of the artist’s cre-
ative discovery of a sculpture from within a block of wood or stone. In psy-
chotherapy and supervision this process is intersubjective and appreciates 
the unique ways a person expresses their culture, ethnicity, gender, sexual 
orientation, spiritual orientation, and talents.

Listening for the unique tone or voice emerging in relationship is some-
thing I associate with the notion of a “spiritual calling.” Responding to this 
spiritual calling does not mean doing something someone else wants one 
to do, but rather it means following the call to express one’s true self in re-
lationship. The embedded theology that undergirds this understanding of 
finding one’s voice in supervision, as in psychotherapy, is the belief that we 
are called. Through this calling we are given absolute and sacred support by 
an absolutely loving person whom we may call “God,” “the divine,”7 or by 
other names that express our unique personhood in the presence of the other. 
Theologically, I see the absolutely loving person as the condition for the pos-
sibility of finding ultimate support for the somebodiness of the self in rela-
tion to the other. When there is fear in the self of having no ultimate ground 
and an attempt is made to create, out of nothing, one’s ultimate ground—the 
emergence of violent images of God may occur in which the self, the other, a 
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group, or anything else may be turned into a “god.”8 In supervision this can 
occur, for instance, through the mechanism of “extractive introjection” as I 
will show in this paper. In line with the shift from a focus on explicitly con-
scious and verbal insight as a result of “interpretation” in classical psycho-
analysis to a focus on, for the most part, implicit unconscious relational shifts 
in intersubjective psychoanalysis, I assume that spiritually integrated super-
vision not only takes place if explicit talk of God or spirituality occurs—it 
takes place when experiences of “somebodiness” and of “finding voice” are 
facilitated also. Theological or spiritual reflection explicates the embedded 
theology or spirituality in spiritually integrated supervision.

In supervision, the intersubjective process of finding voice as an ex-
pression of one’s somebodiness is facilitated by the supervisor’s work of 
recognizing and encouraging the supervisee’s emerging competence. This 
reflects an intersubjective philosophy of supervision in which “the super-
visory process, because it involves significant interactions between all the 
dyads involved, has shifted from an ‘authoritarian model’ with a didactic 
approach, to a relational model in which the interpersonal dynamics be-
tween supervisor and supervisee are seen as central to a productive learning 
experience.”9 An advanced supervisee, for instance, stated in a conversation 
about the process of supervision that while she appreciates me helping her 
see symbolic affective connections in the cases she presented, she finds su-
pervision most helpful when it facilitates a process in which she can make 
those connections on her own.

The challenge in supervision is, of course, to facilitate the process of 
helping a supervisee to find their voice, while being cognizant of the fact 
that supervision does, by definition, involve some difference in expertise in 
some areas between supervisor and supervisee. The supervisor’s expertise 
should be employed in such a way that it “calls on” the voice of emerging 
competence and expertise of the supervisee, rather than making the super-
visee feel, in whatever subtle way, “less than” the supervisor or like a “no-
body.” Focusing on each supervisee’s unique voice and competence also rec-
ognizes that supervisees (or supervisors) are not expected to be competent 
in everything or that each would be the same as the other, and that one’s 
limitations do not take away from one’s unique somebodiness. Not shaming 
supervisees for their limitations or for the emerging nature of their unique 
competence requires sensitive attunement on the part of the supervisor.
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Projective Identification and Extractive Introjection

Coming primarily from a psychoanalytic theoretical framework for doing su-
pervision, I will use Christopher Bollas’ concept of “extractive introjection”10 
as a tool for gauging whether supervision does or does not facilitate the pro-
cess of “finding voice,” or, in King’s language, whether it makes the super-
visee feel like a “somebody” rather than a “nobody.” Bollas developed the 
concept of “extractive introjection” to bring attention to a psychological dy-
namic different from the well-known concept of “projective identification.”

Projective identification, first introduced by Melanie Klein, refers here 
to the process in which “one person compels another to ‘carry’ an unwant-
ed portion of himself.”11 In the supervisory process this could, for instance, 
happen if a supervisee presents a case where the patient comes notoriously 
late, the supervisee feels frustration about the lateness, the supervisee enacts 
the dynamic in a parallel process by coming uncharacteristically late to su-
pervision when presenting this particular case and the supervisor feels com-
pelled to feel frustrated about the supervisee’s lateness. In this process, the 
supervisor could be seen to identify with the projection of the role of some-
one frustrated by lateness. We can see a parallel process between supervis-
ee-patient and supervisor-supervisee around lateness-frustration. Psycho-
dynamically, the frustration might, for instance, hint at internalized object 
relations from the patient (and/or supervisor): perhaps it was a parent who 
often came late leaving the patient frustrated, and that very dynamic might 
now be played out in the transference-countertransference dynamic.

In contrast to the projection put upon somebody in projective identi-
fication who then feels compelled to identify with it, Bollas defines extrac-
tive introjection as a kind of reverse process. Rather than something being 
projected into another person, extractive introjection takes something psy-
chically away from another person and introjects it. This occurs “when one 
person steals for a certain period of time (from a few seconds or minutes, 
to a lifetime) an element of another individual’s psychic life.”12 In the inter-
subjective field, the person arrogates to themself the psychic capacities of 
the other. In supervision this might, for instance, occur when a supervisee 
is ready to put pieces of the dynamics of a case together, but the supervisor 
does it for the supervisee. This would be an instance in which a supervisor 
effectively “steals” the voice and mind of the supervisee, in that the supervi-
sor takes the supervisee’s sense of somebodiness away. While a supervisor 
may have no conscious intention of stealing a supervisee’s voice, mind, or 
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“thunder,” often this can happen in subtle ways and may interfere with the 
goal of supervision, namely, to facilitate the supervisee’s experience of their 
own voice as a competent caregiver.

Extractive introjection is usually accompanied by some form of projec-
tive identification.13 The story of the Gerasene “demoniac” in the Gospel of 
Mark 5 in the Christian scriptures can be illustrative. Also, this story high-
lights the spiritual and theological dimension involved in finding one’s own 
voice in supervision and psychotherapy, including the working through of 
extractive introjection and projective identification. The interpretation pre-
sented here is guided by the depth psychological interpretation of a story by 
Eugen Drewermann14—this story is an example of a man who is afraid that 
others come only to torture him. His ability to speak for himself has been 
extracted and hence he is not in his “right mind.” A legion of other voices 
has colonized him in place of his own voice and he has apparently identified 
with these voices projected onto him. After Jesus asks the man what his own 
name is, the voices are ‘driven’ out of him and enter into a swine. From an 
intersubjective perspective, this may symbolically express that he felt others 
had related to him in such a way that he felt terribly “dirty” and ashamed of 
himself. By the voices moving into the “pigs and drowning,” the man sym-
bolically gives back to the outside all the projections of piggishness and un-
cleanness previously deposited onto him.

Seen in this light, the Gerasene man’s story is about successfully work-
ing through extractive introjection and projective identifications. What al-
lows this man to succeed is that in the encounter with Jesus he is asked to 
speak his own name—in his own voice—which prompts him first to express 
the ambivalence he experiences toward “God.” On one hand, he fears God 
as an extractive introjector, robbing him of himself like others did and he 
fears God as a projective identifier who colonizes his spirit. On the other 
hand, in his search for his “right mind” he turns to Jesus and “God” in his 
plea to be spared further torture. Eugen Drewermann’s interpretation of the 
healing of the Gerasene demoniac emphasizes that the psychological and 
the theological are connected like two sides of the same coin: the theological 
deals with psychological questions in the existential search for a sense of a 
right to exist as oneself and to speak with one’s own voice in relation to oth-
ers—affirming the ultimate value of a person within a community.

Similarly, I propose that supervision is a process that uses the supervis-
ee’s psychological experience in developing and expressing their own com-
petent voice; in other words, to foster the supervisee’s right to express their 
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unique somebodiness. In contrast, if a supervisor uses extractive introjection, 
not just the supervisor’s arrogation of the supervisee’s psychological capaci-
ties takes place, but essentially the appropriation of the supervisee’s some-
bodiness also. Through extractive introjection, the usurper denies another 
person’s right to exist by denying their unique ability to express themselves. 
At worst, extractive introjection sucks the soul out of the person to whom 
it is done, much like the metaphor of the “dementors” as portrayed in J. K. 
Rowling’s Harry Potter series.15 Theologically, the extractive introjector plays 
the role of a violent, extractive “god,” who commandeers for themselves om-
nipotence while reducing the other person to a sense of nobodiness.

A Challenge of Spiritually Integrated Supervision:
Avoiding Extractive Introjection

My philosophy assumes that the primary goal of spiritually integrated su-
pervision is to provide a space in which supervisees experience—and give 
voice to—their own emerging sense of expertise and are able to make discov-
eries in the clinical process on their own. My effort to help supervisees make 
their own connections of pre-symbolic16 and symbolic experiences embodies 
a key aspect of this philosophy of supervision: to facilitate—in the intersub-
jective space of the supervisor-supervisory relationship—the supervisee’s 
ownership and development of their abilities and potentials as a therapist. 
Attention to affect attunement or mis-attunement in the supervisee-super-
visor relationship is paramount in spiritually integrated supervision. The 
concept of “extractive introjection” can serve as a tool to understand when 
this attunement process breaks down and how such breakdowns may po-
tentially shed light on the psychodynamics within the relationship as well.

Extractive introjection has not yet been addressed within supervision in 
general or spiritually integrated supervision in particular. It deserves to be 
given a prominent position as an indicator when the intersubjective process 
expressing the somebodiness of either party in the supervision encounter 
breaks down. Christopher Bollas calls extractive introjection a form of “inter-
subjective violence”17 and, not surprisingly, provides a few examples of inter-
actions with four- and five-year-old children. While the professional supervi-
sor-supervisee relationship is obviously quite different from the parent-child 
relationship, there are some experiential similarities around questions of 
learning and teaching. For instance, if under pressure of time I click the seat-
belts of my young children when they are able and willing to buckle up in 
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the car (“I want to do it myself!”), I am stealing in that moment their sense of 
competence, ability, and mastery (“Don’t do it for me.”). “I want to do it my-
self” is not something I had to teach my sons: they spontaneously gestured 
this as soon as they could, even before they had words for it. The “inborn” 
urge—it does come across as an urge (!)—to master18 seems strongly tied to 
the child’s early very sense of self, highlighting the inextricable connection 
between the psychological (mastery) and the spiritual (somebodiness).

As indicated earlier, a supervisor-supervisee relationship is very differ-
ent from a parent-child relationship. Yet the pitfall of extractive introjection 
looms large, I believe, in this particular professional intersubjective relation-
ship. In fact, I would argue that the more a supervisor casts supervision like 
a parent-child relationship, whether consciously or unconsciously, the more 
likely it is that the debilitating dynamic of extractive introjection is at work—
it automatically implies that the supervisee is not seen or treated at the level 
of her or his development, that is, not as capable as an adult but only as ca-
pable as a child. Playing parent in this way would spiritually be the usur-
pation by the supervisor of the supervisee’s developmentally appropriate, 
adult somebodiness. In this way, theologically, the supervisor would assume 
the role of a violent, extractive “god” vis-à-vis the supervisee through the 
extraction of the supervisee’s psychic life and somebodiness, and reducing 
them to an affective state of nothingness. Spiritually integrated supervision 
pays particular attention to the transference-countertransference dynamics 
involved in the expression, or lack thereof, of each party’s somebodiness.

The Transference-Countertransference Dynamic in
Spiritually Integrated Supervision

Working with the spiritual dimension in psychoanalytically-oriented, spiri-
tually integrated supervision involves paying attention to transference-
countertransference dynamics around experiences of somebodiness or 
nobodiness. The spiritually intersubjective perspective on supervision pro-
posed here grounds the intersubjective, relational model in a belief in, and 
recognition of, the absolute value and respect for the somebodiness of both 
parties. Its postmodern appreciation for the value of each person’s subjec-
tivity in the co-creation of socially constructed, intersubjective meaning is 
motivated by a belief in the sacredness of each person.

Gill emphasizes, from a view of supervision in a relational psychoana-
lytic model, that just as psychotherapy requires a good therapeutic alliance, 
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supervision requires a “positive supervisory alliance,”19 which includes fea-
tures such as trust, careful listening, empathy, and appropriate timing. A 
spiritually integrated supervision model, such an alliance, is grounded in 
the belief in the other’s sacred somebodiness. Sue Cardwell, the first woman 
elected President of AAPC and my Diplomate supervisor, gave an example 
of just such an intersubjective response when I reflected to her that what I 
appreciated about her style of supervision was a gentleness, yet sharpness, 
in zooming in on significant points. She replied “It takes one to know one,” 
both receiving my appreciation and acknowledging my own contribution to 
the supervisory process.

While the traditional debate in “classical” psychoanalytic supervision 
was whether to “teach or treat,”20 the spiritually integrated intersubjective 
approach recognizes that supervision is more than teaching—it involves the 
relational dimension of “being,” in the sense of attention to the somebodi-
ness of both supervisor and supervisee. This exemplifies the shift from the 
“classical” view of supervision, in which the supervisor is the expert on cas-
es presented by the supervisee, to the “relational” view, in which the super-
visor and supervisee are both experts on their subjective experience of the 
interpersonal dynamics between them. This shift highlights the dynamics of 
“parallel process”21 that goes hand-in-hand with a shift in the understand-
ing of countertransference.

With the redefinition of countertransference from the “classical” notion 
of simply unresolved issues in therapists,22 to the “totalist,” and intersubjec-
tive, notion of “preconditioned patterns of relating developed in the helping 
professional’s own childhood”—which “may also be strongly influenced or 
even evoked by the transference of the helpee”23—the power dynamics in the 
supervisory relationship have changed as well.24 No longer can the supervi-
sor simply point to “issues” in the supervisee that “get in the way,” but in-
stead must acknowledge that the dynamics in the therapeutic relationship 
are co-created between therapist and patient. Similarly, the supervisor may 
co-create enactments, in the supervisory transference-countertransference 
dynamic with the supervisee, that parallel those in the therapeutic relation-
ship. This was stressed in my own supervisory training with Arthur Rob-
bins.25 Take, for example, the following dynamic of extractive introjection:

[A] supervisee presents material from a session and says that he feels re-
ally confused about what was going on in that session; the supervisor then 
suggests that it seemed that the supervisee was several times on the verge 
of saying something in the session, but then stopped himself [simple ob-
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servation inviting supervisee’s response]; the supervisee then says that, 
yes, he noticed that as well—and then breaks off the sentence. Next the su-
pervisor makes an interpretation that the supervisee stopped himself from 
saying something just as the patient has described herself doing vis-à-vis 
her father [an interpretation as an extractive introjection]; the supervisee 
then reveals to the supervisor that he had that very thought about stop-
ping himself, but instead of expressing it hesitated to say it, adding that he 
wishes that he could have said it himself. The supervisee continues, saying 
that he now is left with feelings of shame and confusion. The supervisor 
and supervisee look at this dynamic together and the supervisee eventu-
ally observes that with his father he never felt quick enough to make his 
point and, hence, felt incompetent and confused in the presence of his fa-
ther. The supervisor acknowledges the enactment and from then on both 
parties pay particular attention to this dynamic when it emerges.

In this example, the supervisor enacts extractive introjection by giv-
ing an interpretation rather than finding ways to have the supervisee name 
his own experience. However, by becoming aware of this, as well as of the 
parallel processes in the therapist-patient and patient’s significant-other dy-
namic, it can be used for better understanding between them by including 
both parties’ self-experience in the process. Alternatively to making an ex-
tractive introjective interpretation, the supervisor might, for instance, sim-
ply observe phenomenologically to the supervisee at the moment that he 
breaks off his sentence: “You just now stopped all of a sudden. Would you 
like to explore what happened?”

Attunement and Supervision

Power dynamics in supervisory relationships, especially in formal training 
programs, make it a clinical and ethical imperative that supervisors attend 
to their own “unresolved conflicts, blind spots, or inappropriate expecta-
tions,” which Teitelbaum calls “supertransferences.”26 The “totalist” notion 
of the supervisor’s countertransference sees it as a combination of the super-
visor’s dynamics with the supervisee’s dynamics. The example given in the 
case above shows how subtle the affective mis-attunement to a supervisee’s 
somebodiness can be and raises two questions: 1) How can such mis-attun-
ement in the form of extractive introjection be repaired?, and 2) How does the 
teaching aspect of spiritually integrated supervision relate to facilitating the 
supervisee’s experience of finding the unique voice of their somebodiness?

Bollas argues that extractive introjection can be repaired without a sense 
of lasting violation if the sense of self and ability of the other is typically 
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respected in a relationship, and if the premature ‘stepping in’ is processed 
openly with the other.27 In supervision, this could occur around issues that 
might evoke a fair amount of anxiety, such as the handling of suicidal ide-
ation presented by a patient. Working in supervision with novices entering 
a practicum in a psychoanalytically-focused Masters counseling program 
(such as the one I direct at Christian Theological Seminary in Indianapolis), 
requires balancing attunement to the unique level of preparation each stu-
dent brings to the task and teaching skills of assessment and intervention in 
response to that level of preparation. For instance, during the review of the 
assessment of suicidality, some supervisees may come prepared with an as-
sessment based on their prior learning in coursework and in line with the 
suicide assessment protocol of the training clinic while others may not. Those 
who are prepared might experience extractive introjection if the supervisor 
goes step-by-step over the suicide protocol without letting the supervisee 
take the lead in this. However, what happens if a supervisee, for whatever 
reason, does not feel prepared to assess suicidality in a presented case?

This is where the question of how the supervisor’s teaching28 stance 
and the facilitation of supervisees’ finding their unique voice are related and 
can be usefully addressed. The act of the supervisor providing content or 
modeling process does not in itself conflict with a supervisee’s finding their 
own voice. It only does so if it is done in a way that is not attuned to the su-
pervisee’s existing skills and abilities, that is, if it speaks for the supervisee 
rather than with the supervisee. A central task of spiritually integrated su-
pervisors is, first, to inquire where each supervisee is in terms of their own 
preparation for clinical work in order to be attuned to it and, next, to tailor 
the teaching to facilitate the supervisee’s experience of their own compe-
tence as an expression of their somebodiness.

Intersubjective Supervision and Ethnic/Racial Diversity

Martin Luther King Jr. emphasized faith in one’s somebodiness in the con-
text of a long history of ethnic/racial discrimination against which he lift-
ed his voice. Assumptions about another person’s culture that minimize or 
negate the person’s experience are among the more harmful forms of ex-
tractive introjection that may occur in supervision. Extractive introjection in 
the supervisory relationship around cultural issues may take the form of 
either the supervisor or supervisee making assumptions about the other’s 
culture. For instance, Robinson and Needham29 described racial and gender 
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myths as key factors in pastoral supervision where unspoken assumptions 
are made when either party decides for the other what they think or feel in 
the supervisory relationship.

While a key aspect of spiritually integrated supervision requires super-
visors to be aware of and try to avoid extractive introjection in their work 
with supervisees, extractive introjection can work in the reverse direction, 
from supervisee to supervisor as well. From an intersubjective perspective, 
it is important that the supervisor be aware of his or her own experiences of 
having one’s mind or spirit stolen. For instance, at the beginning of a super-
vision group focused on cultural competence, an African-American super-
visee shared that she did not think that I as a supervisor, whom she perceived 
as white, could understand what it would mean to be oppressed. As we 
each shared the complexities of our “multicultural lived realities,”30 I shared 
with the group my background as a German-Turkish person who lived in 
foster care with a white German family who nicknamed me “Schwarzer” 
(“Blacky”), due to my having a darker skin complexion than their biologi-
cal children. During much of my teen years, I was treated like a servant, felt 
like a slave, and was pejoratively called a “Turk,” and even by the “n” word. 
Thus, my subjective identity is one of both a person of color and a white per-
son. How I am perceived by others culturally and how I experience myself 
in any given moment depends not only on what I share of my inner cultural 
psychic experience, but also on the context in which I find myself.

This became an important moment in the intersubjective supervisory 
process for all of us, highlighting how important careful listening to each 
person’s subjective experience is regarding cultural issues. What became 
clear to me was that while the subjective experience of oppression of the 
African-American supervisee and my subjective experience of oppression 
as a German-Turkish-American supervisor were each unique, we could use 
similarities in our experience to understand each other, as well as the expe-
riences of any oppressed patients we might encounter. Acting on unverified 
assumptions about another’s inner experience based on the perception of 
color alone can function in the transference-countertransference dynamic as 
a way to “steal” from the other person their ability to express their psychic 
and spiritual reality. Within a supervisory relationship, it is important to ad-
dress these kinds of extractive introjections openly and promptly in a safe 
and non-blaming way so that they can be plumbed for the intersubjective 
potentials of healing around issues of cultural dynamics. Consultation with 
a group of diverse supervisors in our academic program’s weekly supervi-
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sor meetings was helpful for processing issues of cultural dynamics within 
the supervisory process also.

What applies to intersubjective relationships between supervisor and 
supervisee, and supervisee and patient, also applies to the teaching of psy-
chodynamically-oriented spiritually integrated supervision. By focusing on 
the transference-countertransference dynamic and parallel processes, my 
teaching of supervision31 involves an experiential element in which train-
ees have an opportunity—through examples of their personal work with 
supervisees—to explore how their own countertransferences relate to the 
case material. There is also a didactic element where I introduce some recent 
psychoanalytic concepts since supervisors, while they all have had some 
coursework or training in psychodynamic theory, come from a variety of 
theoretical orientations.

Since each supervisor may resonate with some theoretical and techni-
cal approaches more than others, I incorporate into my teaching an appre-
ciation for their unique preferences while facilitating a process in which all 
supervisors understand the value of—and come to learn from—each other’s 
perspective as well as mine. This respect for the unique voice of each super-
visor and supervisory candidate spiritually models my entire philosophy 
of supervision—that supervision is a process in which all participants find 
their own competent voice as expressions of their unique somebodiness.

In teaching supervision, extractive introjection could appear if a su-
pervisor casts the parallel process in their own theoretical orientation and 
insists on their theoretical framing of the process for their supervisees. 
Through explicit reflection on the theological or spiritual dynamics, partic-
ularly around experiences of somebodiness or nobodiness in supervisor’s 
work with supervisees, I encourage supervisors to engage in intersubjective 
dialogue with their supervisees about the supervisee’s sense of mattering or 
not mattering within their relationship.

Conclusion

In this paper, I have argued that spiritually integrated psychotherapy su-
pervision is distinct in the facilitating of a supervisee’s finding their unique 
voice in an intersubjective context and as an expression of their somebodi-
ness. Encouraging a supervisee’s competence empowers the unique voice 
of someone whose “calling” involves helping patients find their own voice 
within the context of pastoral care. I explored Bollas’ concept of extractive 
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introjection as a key tool for assessing whether or not the psyche and spirit, 
the mastery of the somebodiness of the supervisee is encouraged and ex-
pressed within the dynamic of supervision. Also, I stressed that spiritually 
integrated supervision need not explicitly engage in God-talk, but attending 
to experiences of somebodiness or nobodiness, of mattering or not matter-
ing, implicitly address, as Tillich put it, ultimate concerns.

Spiritually integrated supervision emphasizes that all parties of the su-
pervisory triad—patients, supervisees, and supervisors—matter ultimate-
ly and that each party’s unique voice matters. This unique voice includes 
the way each person expresses their spirituality. Theologically, I understand 
God as absolutely supporting and facilitating the process of each person’s 
unique expression of their somebodiness. Because of the uniqueness of each 
person and because of their intersubjective and cultural context, “God” is 
seen not as imposing particular content which this expression needs to fit. 
Rather, God is seen as guarantor of the right of each person to freedom in 
the process of discovery or liberation of their own unique voice. I find “ex-
tractive introjection” at work whenever I assume that spiritual dynamics 
expressed by my students, with their extraordinary spiritual and religious 
diversity, could simply be expressed by the way I use theological or spiri-
tual language. For instance, the assumption that theological language can 
be “objective” and already be known in advance, arrogates to a supervisor 
(or theologian) a kind of “naming rights” to experience. For example, us-
ing Christ-language to describe dynamics that a Jewish or agnostic student 
brings would be a case in point.

The history of pastoral care and counseling has often fallen victim to 
this kind of “colonizing”32 naming rights assertion, as the 2010 Report of 
the AAPC Anti-Racist Justice/Multicultural Competences Task Force has 
shown. By adopting the Task Force’s Anti-Racist Multicultural Competen-
cies, AAPC has committed itself to continuously address and prevent ex-
tractive introjections and projective identifications around dimensions of 
race and culture by, for instance, analyzing “critically how AAPC’s training, 
certification, and accreditation standards may reflect racism and monocul-
turalism.”33 Eugen Drewermann has termed this combination of extractive 
introjection and projective identification dynamics “conceptual fetishism”34 
and traces it to a tendency in organized religion to arrogate to itself the ca-
pacity to look over God’s shoulder and speak God’s mind.

One might say with Bollas that much of religion and theology’s dan-
gerous pitfalls stem from exercises of “extractive introjection” in which a 
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human being presumes to steal the mind of God or the divine while, on the 
one hand, denying their own mind—namely the fact that what they are say-
ing is said from their own position of subjectivity and humanity, their own 
faith, and on the other hand, using God-talk to steal another person’s mind.

In line with AAPC’s commitment to prevent the appropriation of the 
psyche and spirit of those experienced as “the other,” both spiritually inte-
grated supervision and the teaching of spiritually integrated supervision 
have a key role to play in facilitating a culture of spiritually integrated psy-
chotherapy in which all participants, as the healing stories of the Christian 
Gospels would put it, find their own voice, see with their own eyes, or stand 
on their own feet.
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